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INTRODUCTION 

Project Developmental Continul ty (PDC) was begun in 197** by the 
Administration for Children, Youth and Families (ACYF) as the first large- 
scale demonstration of coordinated programming between Read Start centers 
and public schools at fifteen sites distributed across the HEW regional 
offices and the Indian and Migrant Program Division, jt [s hoped that the 
single most important effect of this undertaking will be to enhance the 
social competence of the children served — that is, to increase their every- 
day effectiveness in deal ing wi th their environment (at school , at home, 
in the community, and in society) . PDC also aims to bring about broader 
and more intens I ve in vol vement of parents and teachers in the governance 
of school affairs > 

As part of the overall Head Start improvement and innovation effort , 
PDC emphasizes the involvement of administrators, classroom staff, and 
parents in formulating educational goals and developing a comprehensive 
curriculum. The object is to ensure that children receive continuous 
individualized attention as they progress from Head Start through the early 
primary grades . I f the program is successful, existing discontinuities 
between Head Start and elementary school experiences will be reduced by PDC 
mechanisms that encourage communication and mutua 1 decis ion-making among 
preschool and elementary school teachers, administrators and parents . 

School organizations at the fifteen sites received funding to design 
arid implement seven prescribed program components: administration, education , 
training, developmental support services, parent involvement, services for 
the handicapped , bi 1 ingual/bicul tural and mul t icul tural education. . The 
component areas are described in more detail in a later section of this 
report . 
v 

At the same time that projects were instituted , the High/Scope 
Educational Research Foundation was awarded the evaluation contract , the 
major purpose of which was to provide ACYF with Information that woul d 
assist it in its efforts to design effective programs for chi 1 dren . The 
contract cal led for the collection and analysis of process and impact data 
involving both quant i tat i ve and qual itative methodologies. 

The evaluation has proceeded in two phases . From 1 97** to 1 978, 
evaluation acti vi ties were aimed at analyzing program implementation and 
assessing the feasibility of doing a five-year longitudinal study that wouid 
f o 1 1 ow one cohort of children from the time they entered Head Start until 
they completed third grade. 1 After judging the study feasible, ACYF funded 
the current phase of the evaluation (1979-1982) to examine the impact of 
PDC oh part ici pat ing institutions , teachers and cl ass rooms , parents and 
children in eleven of the twelve sites still participating in the project. 



*The results of this phase of the evaluation are described in Love, Granviile 
and Smith, 1978; Smith, Love, Morris, Spencer, Ispa and Rosario, 1977. 

\ 

• • J.0 



This volume, Summary of Impact on Institutions, Teachers and Class- 
rooms, Parents and Children , is the sixth of a series reporting Impact, 
findings as of spring of the study cohort children's first-grade year (1979) 
Other volumes in the series include: 

» Volume I, Assessment of Program Impact Through Fj rst Gra d e ; The 
C ontext, Conceptual Approach and Methods of the PDC Evaluation . 
Serves as an ? h t roduct ion , provid ing a detailed description of 
the PDC program and the purpose, methods and guiding framework 
of the impact evaluation. 

• Volume M , Impact on_ J-D^t i jux ior<S- . Describes findings deal ing 
specifically with PDC's impact on the institutional policies 

and procedures of participating Head Start centers and elementary 
schools. These findings are presented in the context of the 
varied social and educational settings surround i ng PDC. 

• Volume II!. Impact on Parents . Investigates the impact of 
PDC on the parents of children In the evaluation cohort and, 
in a preliminary fashion, the relationship between family 
characteristics and outcome variables. 



• Volume IV, Impact on Teachers . Reports impact findings on 
teachers arid cl assroons. These impacts reflect treatment-related 
outcomes as well as outcomes regardless of treatment. 

• Volume V, impact on 'Children . Presents the find ings of analyses 
of PDC's impact on the PDC evaluation s cohort of children as 

of the end of grade 1. The volume also contains some preliminary 
examinations of the relationship between variables in the teacher, 
pa rent and child domains. 

This volume summarizes the evaluation results for 1979, when the 
cohort of children being studied in the evaluation had completed grade 1. 
Results are presented for each of the four major areas: institutional 
policies and procedures, teacher attitudes and behaviors in the classroom 
and with parents, parent attitudes and behaviors in relation tc their 
child's school, and the achievement of children. In addition, the volume 
summarizes the initial analyses of inter-relationships between the four 
major areas, such as the relationship between teacher attitudes and parent 
behaviors concerning involvement with their child's school. 
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I I 

THE CONTEXT .^ND PURPOSE jF THE PDC EVALUATION 

The purpose c r this section is to provide a description of Project 
Developmental Continuity (PDC) and to discuss the .overall purpose' of tne 
evaluation; We begin with the origins and development of the PDC program 
and then discuss the purpose, design and information needs of the eyaiuatidn. 



The Origins of PDC 

As a national demonstration program within Head Start, Project Develop- 
mental Continuity belongs tp_a.farr.il>; of experimental efforts undertaken 
by the Administration for Children, Youth and Families that has induced 
Parent-Child Centers, Home Start, Health Start, the Parent-Child Development 
Centers, and the Child and Family Resource Program; As a group, these 
experimental programs M ensure that Head Start is provided witha continuing 
supply of tested and proven approaches to' serving chi ldren :| - 

The particular mission of PDC, as it was planned in 1572-73*. was to 
respond to evaluation data which appeared to demonstrate that Head Start's 
impact on children was short-lived: 

Evaluation and research results docur.ent clearly that 
children dko attend Head Start are rare elevated in their 
functionina zhzn children uhn do nr.t. However-, -he research 
also shews t>iat this _ superiority -fades during the early primary 
years unless the_ child is involved in a 'special procrar. vhtch 
builds upon the bene fits of the pre- school experience. Based 
on these observations, a n&? experir-iehtal effort irill focus on 
ways of providing developmental continuity between Hzad Start 
and the early school years. (Office of Child Development , 
.planning document, r.o date; see footnote J.) 
__ . _ _ _ 

Thus, PDC _estafc>] i |h'ed Head . Start-publ I c school coordination as a central 
feature, in addition to maintaining the features of other Head Start 
programs such as parent involvement, health end nutrition se r vices, 
services for handicapped children, and staff saoport and training. In a 

subsequent planning document;, ACYF further articulated the goals of PDC: 

\- -/- 
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Office of Child Development . ,; FY i S73 Goals and Plans for Improvement 
and Innovation \r t Project Head St-art,' 1 no date. 



This project is designed to_ enhmoe the social competence of 
each participating child* that is, to_ increase .each '6hild T s 
everyday effectiveness in dealing with his em ircnment and 
responsibilities in school end life. Specific goals of the 
project are: (1) to assure continuity of experience for 
children -from preschool through the early primary years by 
stimulating cognitive, language, social-erptional and physical 
development, promoting educational gains .for children through 
development of social competence; arid (2) to develop models 
for ^developmental continuity that can be implemented on a wide 
scale in Bead Start and other child develo p m e nt pro g r a ms and 
school systems. 1 



Development of the PDC Program 

The PDC program began in 1974 at 15 sites distributed across the ten 
HEW regional offices and the Indian and Migrant Program Division. The 
entire first year of program operation was designated a planning year. 
During the planning year^ staff were hired, component area task forces, 
were appointed, and detailed plans for actual implementation were initiated. 

During Year !! (1975*75) i 14 sites (the New York program had withdrawn), 
comprising a total of 42 Head Start centers and elementary schools, began 
to implement their plans. Program Year Ml (1976-77) was officially 
designated the "Implementation year" In the original project design, by 
which time programs were expected to be fully implemented and operational . 
During the Implementation year, evaluation staff began to col 1 ect data on 
the cohort of children who entered PDC and comparison Head Starts centers . 

Years IV-VI ( 1 977*8 1 ) are continuation years. During this period, 
programs are expected to continue receiving funding as they move toward 
"Institutionalization" or integration within the educational system of 
the local school districts, which will then assume all fiscal responsibility 
for the programs as of mrd-1 98l . 

At present, 12 sites are participating in the demons t rat Ion project. 
The program in New Jersey withdrew at the end of Year If, and the West 
Virginia program ceased operations at the end of Year IV. Sites included 
In the evaluation as of soring 1 579 are located in California, Colorado, 
Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Iowa , Maryl and , Michigan, Texas, Utah, and 
Washington. The Arizona site remains part of the demonstration project, 
but has hot -been included in the evaluation since 1978 when a complete 
program case history was written (see Interim Report VII, Appendix D) . 



Administration for Children, Youth and Families, Research , Demons t ra 1 1 on 
and Evaluation Studies, Fiscal Year 1973, Washing ton , D.C. : Author, 1 977 . ' 
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The Two Program Models 

The Head Start-publ i c school coordination required by PDC was initially 
defined in terms of two program models. ' n _the Preschool -School-Linkages 
approach, administratively separate Head Start and elementary programs 
were brought together by the device of a PDC Council, whose membership 
included teachers , parents, administrators from both orgdnizat ions, and 
community representatives. In the Early Childhood Schools approach, 
Head Start and elementary programs were combined both administratively by_ 
the Council and physically in the same building, thus creating a new insti- 
tution. In practice, as the programs have evolved over time, the distinction 
between these models has blurred; there are now, in fact, a wide variety 
of specific mechanisms that allow for the coordination required by PDC. 



PDC Guidel ines 



To support the implementation of PDC, the Program Development and 
innovation Division within ACYF designed several vehicles: n 9t[onal 
program guidelines, training arid technical assistance contractors, and 
national workshops. In spring 1 97** a document entitled "Guidelines for a 
Planning Year 11 was distributed to prospective sites to serve as a guide 
for preparing initial proposals. These guidel ines were revised in September 
1 974 and supplemented by periodic "program letters" issued by the national 
office. These early guidelines contained both requirements for the develop- 
ment cf program components and suggested activities within each component. 



At the beginning of the start-up year (November 1975) the "PDC imple- . 
mentation Year Guidelines" were publ Ished , describing basic elements that 
were to be present in each PDC program and clarifying for the programs - 
the distinction between required elements and suggested activities. These 
guidelines became the basic mechanism for guiding program implementation 
activities from fall 1975 through summer 1978 when another revision was 
issued. The revised 1978 guidelines differed from the previous versions 
primarily in their attempt to consider the matured status of the programs 

and in an added concern with sei f -assessment and formative evaluation. 

Over time, the. needs of the'varidus programs diverged and, within programs, 
the needs of different components varied. Thus, the guidelines now encourage 
orogrems to adjust their component activities to current needs rather than 
•o follow a prescribed schedule of activities across programs. _The seven 
program components described in each of the guidelines are the following: 

• Administration - administrative coordination between and 
within Head Start arid the elementary school (s) 

• Education : coordination of curriculum approaches arid 
educational goal s 

• Training. : preservice and inservice teacher, staff and 
parent tra ining in prog ram- re la ted areas 



• Developmenta 1 support serv Ices : comprehens 1 ve serv i ces 
(medical , nutritional , and social ) to children and families 

• Parent I nvol vement : parent part i c i pat ion i ri policy making ^ 
home-school activities, and classroom visits or volunteering 

• Services for the handicapped : services for handicapped 
children ancTcRildren with learning disabilities 

• BIT Ingual / b i cul tura 1 arid mul ticul tural educat ion : programs 
for bi 1 irigual/bicultural or multicultural children. 

The guidelines have consistently outlined requirements -and suggestions 
in these seven areas. They have established areas of program responsibility 
while leaving specific manifestations open to local initiative and Inter- 
pretation. As such, they represent a unique approach to educational change.* 
Rather than dictate very specific innovative changes, the guidelines 
provide a f ramewo r k f b r i ri nova t i on . _ There are at least three reasons for 
this characterization of the guidelines. 

First, PDE Is not a single discrete Innovation . Much of the 1 i terature 
on educational change describes one of two types of Innovation: (a) the 
implementation of a new curriculum element such as the "new math" or a 
special reading program, or (b) the creation of "new schools" 1 (for examples 
of the former see Berman 5 McLaughlin, 1975; Ful 1 an S Pomf ret , 1977; or 
Gross * GiaquTnta 5 Bernstein, 197V; fp._ r _ examples of the latter, see Deal, 
1975; Miles, 1978; or Smith S Keith, 1971)- ?DC, however, Is not quite 
like Either of these Innovations. It is, on the one hand, far more compre- 
hensive than any of the discrete innovations reported bv FuUan and Pomfret: 
the guidelines require a particular type of curriculum. 5 1 as a Program for 
bi 1 Ingual/bicul tural and/or multicultural children p I us a program of services 
for handicapped children, plus a parent involvement program, and so on. 
Yet, unlike "new schools," PDC programs began with a set of guidelines 
that provided some explicit direction for planning activities. 

We might think of the guidelines, for example, as prescribing a 
detailed set of pianninc procedures 1 the PDC Council, parent involvement 
in planning services for handicapped children, and so on) and then sketching 
what the products of that planning should look like (the PDC curriculum 
must be developmental i v appropriate, emphasize Individualized instruction, 
and so on). This ~:eans that an .Host sites. PDC has -esulred in two kinas 
of innovation: one large ( trie, hew r^ecnan i sms for Planning arid decision- 
making) and several smaller. (the programs andactivi ties created through 
those mechanisms). The outline of th^ large innovation (the framework) 



X MI IjBs; Sullivan, Gold, Silver, and Wilder (1978) define a n new school" 

as, M a total school p roc ran (not a minor project.* coarse, or other 

Innovation) which is created rore or less de novo 'is not simply a 
redesign of an existing scnbblj anc wnich Its creators experience as 
different from their own past experiences." 
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was mapped explicitly. by ACYF, and In that respect PDC resembles some 
of the more discrete ■packaged" innovations described in the literature. 
The smal ler innovations resulting from that framework, however, had to 
be planned independently by each local project; in this respect PDC 
resembles some of the "new schools." 

Second, the units of change in PDC are fv~t Isolated classrooms or 
schools, but parts of several schools or centers . PDC extends beyond 
single classrooms and encompasses parts of the elementary schools and the 
Head Start centers with which it is associated. To the extent that the 
project extends beyond individual classrooms, it ha's much in common with 
new schools: basic changes are being made not only in what individual 
teachers do wi thin their own classrooms, but also in how those teachers 
interact with one another, In how decisions are made, and in the range of 
Services that are offered to the whole child. However, because PDC involves 
less than the whole of any one school, but perhaps parts of several school s 
the situation is also more complex than faced by new school s. Local PDC 
projects requi re the invo I vement of elementary school principal s and Head 
Start center directors whose time and energy has to be divided between 
PDC and non-PDC teachers. They have to contend with non-PDC teachers who 
are at best uninvolved In the project and occasionally antagonistic. 
They are faced , on occasion , wi th conf 1 icts between the a ims and methods 
of PDC and the programs in the rest of the center or school . Perhaps 
most troubl esome has been the task of establishing and maintaining commun i - 
cation among teachers who are located In separate buildings. Adequate 
communication has been found difficult enough to achieve in sei f-conia ined 
new schools; the problems are compounded when the part t cipat ing classes 
are sometimes miles apart. 



Third, PDC is designed to create linkages between two distinct programs 
rather than to change a single existing program . Most of the literature 
describes attempts to change one program, either by introducing new curriculum 
packages in the cl assroom or by completely restructuring the school . 
PDC has elements of this, but It also has another overriding objective: 
to bring about continuity between the local Head Start and early elementary 
programs. Aside from the difficulties caused by the participating programs 
residing in different bui ldings, the fact .that two distinctly different 
programs are to be linked introduces its own complications. For example , 
at most sites, even those with Early Chi Idhood School s , two separate 
administrations are involved. Programs that _ had _ ex i sted separately _ for 
years are now expected to coord i nate thiir planning and other activities. 

V 

\ The ana lyses of program implementation conducted during the. first 
phase cf the evaluation found considerable diversity among the PDC programs 
ir^ their response to this approach to innovation, but as oar phsse one 
final report concl uded : 

approach ACYF adopted _-f or PDC was one of providing a 
\ r _frartework for innovation r _ rather than dictating specific 
innovative pracvicss . Within this frar.ewcrk a nicriber cf 
strong local programs have developed- From the perspective 
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oj ezzenszveztt^en^tczzon cazay zz seems zhaz the Pre 
frcrteuc-TK offers a vvzenziali^ effective model of educzzicnal 
ohar.oe. As the evcluzicn of PDC c^KZirzccs over zee kc^zz 
few. years, zke models _f or continuity should _beco7r:'e strcngzr 
and clearer. (Love, Granville S Smith, 1978, p. 43; 

Training and Techri ? c«i 1 Ass » stance to Sites 

From the outset, ACYF has worked with a Training arid Technical . 
Assistance (T&TA) contractor. Although there have been changes in the 
organizations providing these services, .the basic ACYF TSTA philosophy 
has regained consistent. The T&TA contractors have provided resources 
to the PDC s|tes, coHect[vely and individually, by developing or collecting 
materials and references relevant to the concepts involved in PDC or to 
activities required for implementation. T5TA staff have represented various 
fields of expertise important to PDC programs, such as developmental 
psychology, educational administration, teacher training, and multicultural' 
education. But in addition to being able to assist local PDC sites in 
specific areas, field special ists assigned to each site by the T&TA 
contractor have deajt with general implementation themes, such as ways 
to achieve participation in the planning process by all the groups concerned 
with PDC; 

One of the most important methods of providing support for the local 
sites has been the national workshops. Approximately twice a year, ACYF 
has. used the T&TA contractors to manage these workshops, which staff from 
each PSC site attend. _ The conferences have had different themes which 
have enabled participants to focus on topics of particular concern, such 
as mul t icul tural educat ion, parent involvement^ or preparing for local 
institutionalization o r ' PDC once federal funding ceases. Participants 
have included parents, teachers and school administrators in addition to 
the PDC staff. Outside experts have been Invited to conduct workshops 
at these meetings and evaluation contractor staff have attended to facili- 
tate communication with the programs about evaluation activities. 
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Ill 

A FRAMEWORK Fd\ STUDYING -DCS PROCESSES AND EF~EC T 3 



The _eva 1 uat i or _ nas _ been largely shaped by a ol^ticuiar conception, 
derived from the °DZ guide! ines, of the intended effects of PDC and the 
sequence of changes expected and recurred to brine about those effects. 
Before describing the design and metnodolcgy of the evaluation, we will 
in this section attempt to make this conceptual framework more explicit. 
This discussion h 3 s thriee parts. In the first two, we present a general 
model of the intended effects of PDC, a long with a consideration of tre 
PDC ''treatment' 1 and how, as described in the gu i dei ? nes , itwas intended 
to produce the des i red effects. In the third pert we describe the process 
that was used to move from the bas tc framework to the soeci f icat 'on of 
particular variables and appropriate data collection instruments for this 
phase of the evaluation. 



Some Orienting Assumptions: The Concept of Developmental Continuity 

The basic assumption underlying the PDC program and consequently this 
evaluation is that the condition of developmental continuity l^Pl a 
complex" interaction Involving an array of factors, both within and outside 
the school. As a result of this assumption, PDC was designed to be a 
con:p rehens i ve intervention into many aspects of the school . heme and 
community. ■ However, although the imp 1 i cat i oris _bf_ th i s basic assumption 
pervade the program, the PDC guidelines never fully explicate this assumpt 

In order to design an evaluation that is sensitive to the particular 
goals of the PDC program it was necessary to distill from the gu'del ines 
the concept- of developmental continuity that appears to have shaped progra. 
guidelines. Figure 1 summarizes the results of this exercise. We must 
emphasize that this conceptualization is net at present ? theory to be 
tested by the data. Rather, it represents an drjeritirg framework :'iat has 
provided a basis for generating ah analytic model, cu : of which have come 
research questions, variables, and data collection methodoloa its . We have 
usee this orienting framework to guide the analysis and report ing of cvsi'j 
ticri data. 

Simply stared. ihe conception of developmental cent inuity >f?P' >c ■ £ 
in PDC suggests an i nteract tono 1 model that appears to include: (a) a 
child's ir.te! lectuai , social , and' physjcaT^develoomerit arid background 
anc experiences in horns and school; (b) the attitudes, knowledge and back- 
ground characteristics of parents and teachers; (c) the policies and proce 
dures that oreva ; I in trie public school or Head Start center; and, fd> the 
broader political, social and economic context of the schoo^b district and 
corrmun i*ty . 



... Figure. 1. ... 
The Conception of Developmental Continuity Assumed in PDC 




We will return later to consideration. of how each of the classes of 
factors in Figure 1 was defined operationally for this evaluation, and 
of what variables were measured in each domain. For the moment ^ however, 
the following general definitions will suffice: 

• Child development outcomes. These, of course , are the ultimate 
concern of the PDC program. The stated goal of PDC is to enhance 
children's "social competency. 11 According to the guidelines, 
social competence includes Intel lectual achievement, heal th and 
nutri t ion , social -emot lonaU and 1 anguage development , physical 
and mental health, and learning attitudes. 

i Pa rent behaviors . This domain includes parent behaviors 
toward the child in the home, arid the role that the parent 
plays in school life. 

• Parent att'tnde^ ?nd knowledge . Especially important in this 
domain are parent attituaes toward the school or center 

and parent knowledge of child development and available community 
resources . 

• Teacher behaviors and classroom activities . This domain refers to 
the child's experiences In the classroom and to the role of the 
teacher in these experiences. it Includes the physical environment 
that the teacher creates for the child In the classroom, the 
instructional approach that the teacher employs, the management 
style of the teacher in his/her dealings with the class, and the 
general cl imate that the teacher establishes in the classroom for 
the chi Idren. 

• Teacher attitudes . A broad and often-noted domain in the program 
guidelines, this category refers to 'teachers 1 instructional practices 
and their perceptions of, and attitudes toward parents, particularly 
parent involvement in their classrooms, and their personal educational 
philosophy. • 

• Institution al policies arid procedures . This domain includes the 
act ivi ties and procedures that are found outside the classroom, 
but which influence what goes on in the classroom. Such policies 
and procedures include the decision-making bodies and mechanisms 
that exist In the school, the; management structure found in the _ 
school, procedures for providing services to. chi idren either inside 
or outside the classroom, patterns of common i catjon and coordina- 
tion In the school arid between the' school and other institutions, 
and training that the school provides for teachers, parents, and 
staff. 

• Communi ty and educational context . No school or family exists 

in a vacuum; The program guidelines recognize that everything that 
occurs in either setting Is shaped and on occasion constrained by 
cultural, political, and economic factors jn the community, and by 
priorities, policies, and programs of the school district. Another 
important feature of the community context is the services For 
families arid children that are available from agencies cotslde the 
school . t\ i 
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* Chi td-aad- faffi 1 y background- . Although not generally susceptible 
to change by school programs/, the. background of the child and his 
or her, family are recognized in the guidelines to be important 
'determinants of development. This domain includes such factors 
as ethnicity, SES, parents' education and employment status, 
language spoken in the home, and prior preschool experience. 

* Teacher background characteristics . The gu i del ines say little 
about particular effects of specific background characteristics, 
but they and_the literature do suggest that such factors are 
important influences on the teachers' behavior and ultimately 

oh child development. The guidelines refer specifically to certain 
experiences that at least some program teachers should have had, 
such as training In bil ingual education, or training in child 
development; the- 1 i terature also suggests that ethnicity, number 
of years of teach irig experience, _ arid .experience in special projects 
also influence teachers 1 professional behavior. 

_^ e g u '^ e lI"? s _do not discuss the precise interactions that are 
assumed to exist among these various factors. Consequently, Figure 1 
portrays only a cycle of continuous interactions that is driven by 
incremental changes acting on each other in a positive way. One objective 
of this evaluation will be to explore and describe the strength and direction 
of relationships between variables within each domain. 

However, the guidelines are quite clear in specifying an order in 
which changes occur to produce impacts on elements of the interactive cycle 
represented in Figure 1. Any program that seeks to create developmental 
continuity must first impact on insti tutions, and through them or: parents 
arid teachers^ before it impacts on children. Figure : 2 presents an aria lyt ic 
mode 1 that describes the direction of this change flow. 

As shown, PDC is expected to produce first certain Interactive 
conditions favorable to the institutionalization of developmental continuity, 
which are then expected to lead to changes in child development outcomes. 
The operational strategy for producing these favorabl e conditions, is to 
bring about the insti tut lonal or structural changes that then make it 
possible for institutional actors (administrators - 9 teachers arid parents) 
to engage in educat ional practices that are mutua I ly reinforcing and 
developmental ly continuous. At first, it is expected that the change flow 
will be moderated by the community and educational context as well as 
teacher, child and family background characteristics. But i dea j 1 y , of 
course, the expectation is to create a chain of interactive changes that 
spread over time to eventual ly produce the kind of developmental cycle - 
illustrated in Figure 1. In a sense* then, the analytic model of Figure 2 
represents an early stage in the PDC implementation process, and the 
ul timate steady state is represented by Figure 1. 
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Figure 2 
The Change Flew Assumed in PDC 



ERIC 




i N In^itutidnali^tidn of 

Developmental Continuity 



What Is the PDC Treatment? 



We have noted that the ultimate goal for the PDC program is to 
enhance the social competence of the children \ I serves by providing 
developmental continuity. Some of the assumpt ions imp licit in the guide- 
lines about the Interactive factors involved in this process haveal ready 
been examined. The question we must ask next is exactly how the PDC 
project was intended to impact upon: the factors that the guidelines 
assume will be present in developmental continuity. In other words, what 
is the PDC treatment? 

Again, : the program guidelines offer the best starting point for 
answering this question. In the introduction to these guidelines the 
following statement appears: 

"Project Developmental Continuity is a'med at promoting 
greater continuity of education and comprehensive child 
development services for children as they make the tran- 
sition from preschool to school . . .Developmental Continuity, 
as it is used here, can be defined as planned programs ^ 
structures, systems, or procedures by which adults provide 
children with experiences that foster and support continuous 
development . 1 ' (emphasis added) 

Project Developmental Continuity seeks to enhance children ! s social 
competency by creating greater continuity among children's experiences in 
the school and between children's home a r i school experiences. The guide-- 
lines do not attempt to specify what continuity of experience should look 
like, but instead outline a set of planned programs , structures ,' systems* 
or procedures that, if implemented," will result in the desi red cqrit inui ty . 
These structures, then, are the. basic ?DC treatment that should be present 
at at i sites; within this general framework each site is free to develop 
its own program. 

table 1 contains brief descriptions of the structures or programs 
prescribed in theguidel ines for project sites. These prescriptions out- 
line a set of activities for all PDC programs to implement. Fol lowing 
the earlier model, these guidel ines are aimed at the classroom, at parents, 
and at the school or center as an institution. 



Identifying an Evaluation Methodology 
Appropriate for the PDC Treatment 



Having specified the PDC treatment as described- in the guidelines, 
the next step was to develop an evaluation design that was appropriate 
to the goal s of the PDC program. Al though, this process al so Began wi th 
the program guidelines it was necessari ly shaped by other considerations 



table 1 

the PDC Treatment as Described in the Guidelines 

Planned Pr'o'crcjns ± Szfucii&i&Sj' Systems _or Procedures 
thai Foster cozd £Jppin*t Continuous Development 

At the Institutional Level 

> 

Plaimina^nd Beeisicn itaJSrig 

j. Formal ized broad representation in decision-making groups including 
parents* staff (Head Start and elementary), community representatives 
involved in education, health, nutrition, and social services. 

2. Procedures for ongoing discussion and >ef i nement of the curriculum 
that ihciude parents, teachers, aides, etc. 

3. Establishment of a Formal or informal internal assessment system for _ 
monitoring the school's progress toward meeting its goals arrd objectives 

Management 

1. Assign responsibility for education, handicapped, bilingual, etc. to 
specific individuals at Head Start and elementary levels. 

2. Provisions for coordination from Head Start through grade 3 of services 
to meet the educational and social heeds of handicapped and bilingual 
children. 

3. A coordinated parent involvement program from Head Start through grade 3 



Training 




t. Provide training on decision making and policy making for members of 
decision-making groups. 

2. , Provide training on the goals and objectives of both the Head Start 

and elementary programs. 

3. Provide training to rr.ake Staff and volunteers sensitive to special 
needs of handicapped children. 

1*. Provide training for parents in how to work with teaching and adminis 
trative staff. 

5. Provide training for classroom volunteers. 

6. Provide training for parents in how to work with their own children. 

7. Provide training for parents in child growth and development. 



Table 1 



(cont inued) 



Training (continued) 

8. Provide training for parents in available community resources. 

9. Provide training for teaching staff in meeting the needs of Bilingual 
chi Idren. 

ID. Provide training for teaching staff in the principles of first aid, 
health, and safety practices. . ' k 

CoTnmunication grig Coordination 

1. Cormnuni cat ion between decision-making bodies and Head Start and 
elementary school parents. 

2. Regularly scheduled communi cat ion and coordination between Head Start 
and elementary teaching staff. 

3. Continuity of record-keeping, Read Start through grade 3. 

Provision of Sevvic&S- 

1. Provision of a broad range of medical, dental, mentai health, and 
# nutrition services. - 

2. £° m P re fi ens j v e screening and diagnostic assessment of every child 
upon enrol Iment. 

3. An annual survey to identify handicapped children. 
Provision of an interpreter when needed. 



At the Level of Classroom Activities 



A Continuous Coordinated Cicrriculvm 

1. Develop or adopt a compat ible , coordinated curriculum from Head Start 
through third grade. 

2. Have a curMcul urn that facilitates the learning of basic educat ional 
skills for reading, writing, and computation. 

3- Hatfe a curriculum that provides continuity of educational and develop- 
mental experiences, Read Start through grade 3. 

4. Develop a curriculum plan that includes goals and objectives statements 
in each subject or developmental area. 
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(corit iriuetf) 



Individualized Instruction 

1. Curriculum must be developmental ly appropriate. 

2. Instruction must be individualized. 

3. Develop a diagnostic and evaluative system that enables teacher 

to pinpoint developmental levels of each child based on the child's 
diagnosed strengths and weaknesses. 

k. Former teachers consulted when planning educational objectives. 
Multicultural Perspectives 

K Provide bi 1 ingua 1/mul t icui tura 1 classroom activities, materials and 
resource persons for all children. 

2. Develop a compatible Head Start-elementary school approach regarding 
bilingual education. 

Ctassrocm -Services for Handicapped Children 

1. Handicapped children ma instreamed to the maximum extent possible. 

2. Early diagnosis and evaluation of children with learning disabilities 

3. Special materials, structural changes, or classroom reorganization 
provided as appropriate for accommodating handicapped children. 

Whole-Child Perspective 

1. Have a curriculum that encourages the physical and social-emotional 
growth of children. 

2. Health education and nutrition integrated with other educational 
objectives ana activities. 

3. Meals and shacks used as ah opportunity for learning. 

k. Provide nutritional services that reinforce good aspects of foods 
served at home. 

5. Familiarize children with health services they will receive prior to 
del i very. • — 

Use of Community Resources - ' 

1. Bilingual/multicultural resource persons used in the classroom. 
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(continued) 



At^ the L evel of the Home and Home-School Activities 
Bome-Sckool Corrmmication 

1. Parents involved in planning educational objectives for their 
chi Idren . 

2. Parents given summary of records on health, medical services and 
irnmunizat ion. 

3. Pa rents familiarized with available health services. 

Parent Involvement in School &f&- 

1 . Parents involved in all decision-making bodies. 

2. Parents involved in all school decisions. 

3. Activities provided for parents that relate to cultural dynamics. 
k. Parents used as resource persons in the classroom. 

5. Parents involved in classroom activities, special parent events, 
activities that stress home-school continuity. 

6. Parents involved as observers, aides or volunteers in the classroom 

Some Activi ties ^4^h-Children 

1. Parents encouraged to become involved in health care process. 
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as well. First. n D£ is no: a static r-rccrar, iaancnec and naintalried by 
an immutable set of cuiacMnes. Local programs through tnelr experiences 
and Interactions rfith national ACVF statr nave creates altered perceptions 
of what PDC is and should be._ These a • tered Dercedticris had to be acccn- 
modated In the evaiuattcn design. Second, the PDC evaluation itself exists 
within a broader research and policy environment. New issues. arid Questions 
are emerging regularly that could apcropriate! v be addressed in the r DC 
evaluation without ccmoromi sing the basic evaluation °^J ec 5' ves * Conse- 
quently, certain research questions and variables nave been added to the 
study in response to ACYF i nforrratloh needs that are not necessari iy unique 
or even directly tied to the PDC t^eatnent_as defined Tri the guidelines. 
Finally, there are many audiences for the PDC .evaluation*, each with its 
own information needs, these audiences include policy make.rs ?n Washington, 
the research and evaluation community, and of course practitioners In the 
field. Insofar as possible, the needs of thes£ audiences have been accom- 
modated within the evaluation design. 



Purpose of the PDC E val ua tion 

The major purpose of the PDC evaluation is to aid the Administration 
for Children, Youth and Families In its efforts to design effective 
programs for children. The evaluation was planned in two phases: the 
first to determine the feasibility of conducting a longitudinal study 
of PDC (1974-1977) and the second to carry out that study as one cohort 
of children progresses from Head Start through the third grade ( 1979- 
1982). 



I^np leroentat ! on 



.Efforts to describe and aria 1 vze Drogram processes began during 
the PDC planning year (197^~75) with the preparation of site case_studies. 
During the foi lowing year the design for the ful 1 Imbl ementat ion Study 
was finalized and pilot data were, collected at five sites to evaluate 
the applicability of the interview forms and the procedures for rating 
.implementation levels. On the basis of the analysis of the pilot data, 
modifications in procedures were made and a major instrument for assessing 
impl ehentat ion , the Impl ementat ion Rating Instrument (IRI), was finalized. 

During the third program year, this instrument was applied to the 
interview data and other documentation from nine sites to provide a compre- 
hensive assessment of implementation activities in PDC. Three additional 
sites were included in various documentation activities but did not receive 
the systematic implementation ratings. At the thirteenth site, a Navajo 
program in Arizona, a case history approach to assessing both implementation 
and impact was taken. 

Bverall— Design of the Phase II Longitudinal Study 

The longitudinal study design was established by the original evaluation 
RFP in 1374. It specified that one cohort of PDC children and their 
families would be identified and repeatedly assessed, from the time the 
children entered Head Start until they completed third grade. It further 
Specified that the performance of .these chi ldreri was to be contrasted 
with that of a comparable group of children who had also attended Head 
Start, but who went on to attend non-?DC elementary schools. Comparison- 
group children were selected because the schools they were to attend were 
judged similar in important respects to the PDC school s. Considerable 
effort was devoted in the first phase of the evaluation to determining 
which schools should serve as comparisons for the PDC schools, and a survey 
.was conducted in spring 1979 to obtain updated informat ion on the comparability 
of the schools. 

In light of continuing controversy regarding Head Start^s effective- 
ness, It is critical that the nature of the PDC evaluation design be 

understood: the comparison group consists of children who al so attended 

Head Start. In other words, the PDC evaluation was designed to compare the 
effects of Head-Start-wI th-cont inui ty against Head-Start-withdut-cdntinui ty; 
it was not designed as an evaluation of the Head.Start program, per se. 
The reader should bear m mind when= judging our findings that both groups"?DC 
and comparison --comprise Head Start children and their families. 
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Research Questions, Constructs, arid Variables 



This phase of the PDC evaluation Is designed to address three basic 
questions: 

1. What irrpact has the FDC program had an (a) children's 
development, Co) parents' knowledge and attitudes, (c) _ 
parents 1 behaviors, (d) teachers 9 attitudes and Knowledge, 
(e) teachers 1 behavior and classroom activities, and (fj 

. institutional policies and procedure*? 

2. Irrespective, of treatoeni, what factors or patterns of 
Jtzstors help account for meaningful outcomes in each 
domain? 

3. To what extent do these factors affect the relationship 
between the PDC program and its impacts? 

Stated differently, the first task of the PDC evaluation is to deter- 
program effects through comparisons of PDC and comparison teachers, 
parents, and children on selected variables. For example , the frequency 
of parent visits to PDC arid comparison schools Is compared to determine 
whether PDC has had any impact on that aspect of parent Involvement in 
schools. The next task is to explain the results of these comparisons 
using whatever qualitative and quantitative information is available. 
f?r e *? m R^ e, _f ? ?i*es where there are relatively few or no differences 
between PDC and comparison parents 1 involvement in the school, we may find 
that the comparison schools have instituted a parent involvement program 
patterned after PDC 1 s . I t might be reasonable to conclude from this that, 
contrary to appearances , PDC has indeed had an impact 'upon parent involvement 
in the schools in question, and that impact has diffused to the comparison 
institutions. 

Raving examined the similarities and differences between PDC arid 
comparison groups along various dimensions, the final ta^k for the evaluation 
is to examine the relationships among chi Id, parent , teacher, institutional, 
arid community variables , disregarding the PDC/compar isdri grouping. Extending 
the preceding example, we might discover that schools wi th active and 
successful parent involvement programs, be they PDC or comparison, tend 
to have similar Institutional policies or procedures (such as regular 
newsletters, parent training programs, and designated parent involvement 
coordinators) that foster greater involvement by parents in school activities. 
While findings such as these may not reflect directly on the effectiveness 
of the PDC treatment , they would be of obvious interest to educators arid 
policy makers vishing to expand the role of parents: in school programs. 



Constructs Addressed bv the Evaluation 

As we have sa I d , a pervading concern in the design of this evaluation 
has been ensuring that the domains and variables measured are indeed 
relevant and appror _ iate to the objectives of the PDC program/ The 
development process that was followed to accomplish this end has already 
been described. Following this process a set of constructs was identified 
in each impact domain for attention by the evaluation; These constructs 
are listed in Tabie 2. 

For the most part, these constructs follow the conceptualization of 
the PDC treatment that was mapped in the program guidel ines and refined 
by ACYF and prbjectstaf fs (see Table 2). Thus, the constructs described 
in the tabie generally represent the areas in which ?DC was supposed 
to hove impacts, and areas in which the nature and direction of PDC/comparison 
differences could be predicted. There are some exceptions to this general 
rule, however. Most exceptions are found in the domain of Teacher Behaviors 
and Classroom Activities, where several constructs — Structure arid Content 
of C 1 a ss room Environment, Classroom Climate, Intel 1 ectual Stimulation, 
CI ass room Management , and Instructional Approach — were added despite the 
fact that the guidelines are virtually s i 1 ent about the specific impacts 
that PDC should have in these areas. They were included in the evaluation 
because other research has indicated that behaviors in each may contribute 
significantly to child development outcomes. Although few hypotheses 
could be formulated about PDC/comparison differences in these areas, 
they were ndhethel ess ihcl uded because of their potential Utility in 
answering Research Questions 2 and 3- 

Variables, and Data Sources 

For each construct in every domain an array of variables was. identified 
through consul tat ion with ACYF, local project staff , and outside experts , 
fol lowing the procedures out 1 ined earlier. For each variable, decisions 
were made about the best sources of information and data collection metho- 
dology . Wherever possibl e an attempt was made to "triangulate 11 on the 
desired information by collecting data on the same phenomenon in multiple 
ways from different sources. Table 3 lists the data collection instruments 
and methods developed for the evaluation; more extensive descriptions of 
the instruments can be found in Vol umes M, III, IV, and V of the series. 
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Table 2 

Domain's and Constructs Addressed by the PBE Evaluation 



-Child Bevelovn&K^Siu'zcomes 

• Academic skills and abilities • Learning attitudes 

• Health and nutrition status • Classroom behavior 

• Social-emotional development 



I Parents ' Behaviors 



Role of parents in school 
life 



Parent-child activities 
In the home 



Parents 9 Knowledge and AttitudeFj 



• Parents 1 attitudes toward 
the school as an "insti- 
tution 



Parents 1 perceptions of the 
schools 1 help in meeting 
the needs of their families 



1 Tea^er^ 9 - Behaviors and Classroom Activiti e s ] 



• Structure and content of 
classroom environment 

• Delivery of special services 
to chi ldren_ _ 

• Classroom climate 
•.Meeting needs of handi- 
capped chi 1 dren 

• Intellectual stimulation 

• Home-school continuity 

• Contacts with other teachers 



• I nstruct ibnal approach 
m Classroom management 

• individualization of 
instruction 

• Use of community resources 

• Meeting affective/emotional 
needs 

• Multicultural perspective 



Teachers 9 Attitudes \ 

• Attitudes toward parental • Attitudes toward the 
in vol vemen t _ schoo 1 /cen ter 

• Perceptions of change 



itianai Policies and Procedures 



m Planning and decision making 

• Provision of services 

• Use of conwiunifcy resources 



Commun icat ion and coor- 
dination 
Training 
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Table 3 

Data Collection Methodologies* 



1 Child Development Outcomes \ 

Abb re" 

Instrume nt Type viation 

Peabody individual Achieve- Individually administered PI AT 

merit Test published test 

McCarthy Scales of Children's Individually administered MSCA 
Abilities published test 

Bilingual Syntax Measure Individual ly administered BSM 

publ ished test 

Preschool Interpersonal Individually administered PIPS 

Problem Solving Test published test 

Child Interview Semi structured interview CI 

followed by interviewer 
ratings 

Child Rating Scale Teacher ratings of individual CRS 

children 

Pupil Observation Checklist tester ratings of child's POCL 

behavior during test 
administrat ion 



^Parents 9 Attitudes arid Behaviors \ 

Parent Interview Structured interview wi t5 PI 

parents of children in test 
cohort 



*5ee Appendix A of Volume I for complete descriptions of instruments. 



Table 3 . 
(coht ihued) 



backers' Aztitudeis y l-bzcdez ^e , cxd^Ss'rv: 



Instrument 

Teacher Interview 

Classroom Environment 
Observation 

Classroom Activities Record 



Focused Observations 



Type 

Structured interview 
Checklist and rating form 



Time-samp 1 i ng observation and 
rat ing form 

Semi structured observations 
and rating form 



institutional Polic i es and ?r oeedur-es-\ 



Admin istra tor Interview 
Case Studies 

Site Visits 
Site Records 



Structured interview 

Documents prepared by Pacific 
Consultants for ACYF in 
1978-79 

One-week visits by High/Scope 
staff 

Minutes, training records, etc 
kept by local project staff 
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Data EoJ ljsction_Pxocedtirea 



The data col lection routine, designed to result in data of the 
highest possible quality, included the following: 

• An organizational structure for individuals involved in the 
data collection effort was outlined, role responsibilities 
were defined, and detailed training manuals were produced. 



m Training models were designed that specified tester and 
observer performance standards and provided for sessions 
with large-group, smal 1 -group arid individual ized iris t ruc- 
tion, daily reviews of each field staff's performance, arid 
discussion of potential problems. 



• Onsi te monitoring of field staff by trainers was conducted 
prior to the start of the actual data collection. 

o During the data collection period, testers were responsible 
for monitoring each other's performance on a weekly basis. 

• Site coordinators collected completed data each week arid 
checked it for obvious errors or omissions before sending 
it to the High/Scope Foundation. 



Data Ana" 



Six types of analyses were performed on spring 1979 data: 

• descriptive characteristics of PDC and comparison group samples 
for wh«ch data were collected In spring 1979; 

• attrition patterns in the spring 1979 samples, and their 
consequences; 

• characteristics of the instruments in the spring 1979 PDC battery; 

• effects of the PDC program on participating children, both over 
time and as of spring 1979, when most of the children were in 
grade 1; 

• analyses of effects of PDC on parents, on classrooms and 
teachers, arid on schools and institutional settings; 

• analysis of relationships among teacher, parent and child variables 

The several steps of these analyses arid the results are described ful ly in 
Volumes II, III, IV, and V of this report and are summarized in this volume 
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IV 

IMPACT ON INSTITUTIONS^ 



PDC has been implemented at sites that differ in many ways- the _._ 
social and educational contexts of the PDC sites have influenced the nature 
and strength of PDC implementation. In addition, PDC has had an impact 
on the institutional policies and procedures of participating Head Start 
centers and e]_emeritary schools. This section summarizes findings about 
the effects of context factors on PDC implementation and of PDC on 
institutional policies and procedures, and suggests bur interpretations 
and conclusions abodt— PDE's influence in producing institutional change 
as of spring 1979. 



Contextual Influences on PDC 



Four broad factors are seen as crucial to implementation of PDC 
within the context of each site: the community context, the institutional 
environment, administrative norms and practices, and curriculer philosophy 
and practices. While these four factors had a significant influence on 
PDC implementation at all the sites, they at so interacted with PDC in a 
distinctive manner from site to site. Thus, while certain aspects of the 
social and educational setting generally seem to be important in determining 
the nature of implementation, they are hot important in the same way from 
one setting to another. 

The community contexts and institutional environment within which PDC 
has been implemented have had a range of influences on the program, from 
constraining to catalytic. These environments have changed over the years 
and our ,! reading M of them in spring 1979 may not reflect what they were 
like in 1974-75. Their effect has been, most broadly, to create a "pre- 
disposition" to successful implementation. Values, social trends and 
historical experiences among institutions have been the "intangibles 11 that 
various actors have drawn upon in relating to PDC. At times, the merits 
of the program, its uniqueness, have not been what participants have seen; 
instead they have associated their previous experiences wi th similar programs 
in evaluating PDC's "potential 11 and worth. The values inherent in the 
program have been crucial to a determination that such a program should be 
supported, but the sometimes variable "climate" in which the program has 
grown has clearly affected the nature of that growth. 

Among the various actors within the context surrounding PDC, adminis- 
trators have had a critical influence on the nature of PDC implementation. 
Patterns of decision-making, administrative rules, communication channels, 
and the support of those outside the program have ail hada reverberating 
effect Ins-lde- the program. PDC is not being implemented in a vacuum; rather 
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•t is developing and evolving in an already full educational environment, 
with existing curricula, other programs and activities, and more or less 
fu7 1y developed rules for decision-making in various domains. Thus, the 
cooperation of those already empowered in that changing* f ul 1 envi rdrimerit 
has been crucial --it has been, in many ways, up to them to make a space 
for PDC. 

Curricular philosophy and practices of the school district influenced 
PDC significantly because PDC brought to its settings a Philosophy that 
had clear impl i cat ions for curricular practice. PDC was designed to bring 
about institutional change, guided by a clear philosophy of the kind of 
educational prog rammi hg that most effectively meets children^ needs. PDC 
appears to have had only moderate influence on the .formal district curric- 
ulum used in the PDC schools, largely because. curricular decision-making 
is centralized in the large major i t/ of school districts. But PDC has been 
able to influence curriculum significantly in the sense that curriculum 
means the entire network of programs and services offered by a school . 

The working out of a variety of relationships and responsibilities, the 
developnen t of program and curriculai strategies, the selection of staff for 
the PDC program, are all elements that appear to have stabilized at this 
point in time. As the PDC project moves toward its termination as a 
federally funded demonstration, the external context takes on greater signi- 
ficance in signalling its future. Social and educational trends external, 
to the program are likely to have as much influence on prospects for insti- 
tutionalization as. are the strategies that have been chosen for implementing 
the program over the last four and a half years. In fact, the internal 
strategies themselves have been chosen, at least in part, as a response to 
external pressures, constraints and opportunities. 



PDC's Influences on Institutional Policies and Procedures 



The contrasts of PDC and comparison schools on the generated varjables, 
as_we]T as analyses of the responses to the individual items in the sprjng 

1979 Administrator I nterview, suggest that PDC has had its own influences 

on participating institutions. These influences can be summarized as follows 

• PDC respondents rated the relative and absolute influence of 
formal groups on school decision-making more highly than did 
their counterparts; 

• PDC respondents mentioned a greater number of formal groups as 
involved in school decision-making than did comparison respondents. 

• PDC administrators reported a broader range of people as partici- 
pating in school decision-making than did compari son admi ni strators , 
especially with regard to parents, teachers and administrators from 
other schools. 
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* PDC principals and center directors also listed a broader range 
of grades or levels of teachers as represented on formal groups 
than did their colleagues in comparison schools or centers. 

m Finally, PDC respondents rated higher levels of increase in teacher 
and parent Involvement in school decision-making over the past 
three years than-did their peers at comparison institutions. 

These findings suggest that PDC has been able to produce the inst[tu- 
tional .•conditions for developmental continuity to occur. Generally, prqdeciural 
mechanisms to allow adrriini strators -> teachers arid parents to work in concert 
appear more likely to be in place in PDC than at comparison schools and 
centers. This conclusion is supported by two factors. The first_has to do 
with Increases in the formal ization of school decision-making . PDC adrriiriis- 
t rat oTs liot only attached more influence to formal groups in school decision- 
making than did their comparison colleagues; they also reported that more 
formal groups are involved in deciding about curriculum, individualization 
of instruction , use of resources and personnel matters. 

The second factor relates to increases in the accessib? 1 i ty to school 

decision-making . A broader range of persons are reported to be involved in 

making decisions at PDC schools. These persons include parents , teachers, 
and persons from other schools. 

Our current findings on PDC's impact on the policies anci procedures 
of part'cipatirig inscitut'ons indicate that structural provisions for 
developmental _cgntiriui ty, measured by increases in the formal ization 

of an'j access! bi 1 i ty to school decision-making, are generally in place. 

Respondents 1 perceptions of greater increases in teacher involvement appear 
to support this conclusion. Aid i tional support for this conclusion comes 
from respondents 1 perceptions" of greater increases _in_the involvement and , 
participation of parents in school affairs. Thus, PDC has generally produced 
the institutional changes that are necessary if administrators, teachers 
and parents are to consolidate their efforts to provide children with 
developmental continuity. 

A General Conclusion 

\ 
\ 

As of spring 1979, we can offer a general conclusion. Simply put, in v. 
the case of PDC, the direction of influence has been two-way.' Although the 
PDC program has been powerfully shaped by local, external factors, it has 
produced its own influence in that it has, for the most part, succeeded in 
creating the formal institutional conditions that are favorable to the 
enhancement of developmental continuity. 
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In the now classic Rand study of federal programs supporting educa- 
tional change, Greenwood, Mann and McLaughl in (1975) pointed to the phenomenon 
of mutual adaptation as a way of describing what happens in the process of _ 
implementing an educational innovation; that is, both the program and the e 
setting are changed. In the case of PDC, we know that a process of mutual 
adaptation was logical ly imp! ied in the program guidelines, bocal sites 
were expected to adapt program guidelines to local needs. And we now. know 
that the spring 1979 data suggest the presence of this phenomenon at PDC 
sites. 
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V 

IMPACT ON PARENTS 



__' One component of the POC program at each site is parent involvement. 
The evaluation has described the extent to which PDC. programs are imple~ 
menti-ng the parent involvement program* through interviews with parents* 
teachers arid administrators. ' 



Summary of Findings 

Program staff. have been successful in achieving PDC's goal of linking 
the home and school as evidenced by the following: 

• PDC parents are more Involved in their children's education. 
They report a greater incidence of observing in thei r chi IcJren 1 s 
classrooms, of visiting the classrooms on their own initiative and 
of going to school to consult with adults other than their 

child reri 1 s teacher . 

• PDG parents are nib re _ of ten members of committees or task forces. 
This involvement reflects not only parental growth in terms of 
acceptance of responsibility in school matters and appreciation 
of their own input but also changes in institutional policies 
and procedures. 

» More PDC parents work in school , either on a paid or volunteer v 

basis. Again uiiis_ relates directly to the program goal of linking 
the home and school by involving -parents in school life. 

• Finally, PBE parents rate the school as more helpful both overall 
and in terms of meeting other parents, finding' job training or 
job placement, taking classes arid familiarizing them with support 
service agencies. 



I nterpretat ion of Findings 

PDC programs are faced with the task of convincing parents first of 
the important role they should play in their children's education and 
second of the need for them to act on that conviction. According to program 
staff many parents feel school staff^and particularly teachers are the 
experts iri educating thei r chi 1 dren and that' parents have l[ttle, if ariyth? ng , 
to contribute. The evaluation results suggest that PDC staff have made 
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progress in their efforts to change this belief arid to involve parents 
directly in their children's education. Within PDC schools, parents are 
involved in decision-making groups as well as in vis'ting and/or working 
in classrooms. 



The fact that more PDC parents work in school means that school staff 
are reaching out to parents , asking them to become involved. For many 
teachers parent involvement in school matters, particularly classroom 
work, is a foreign concept. PDC has clearly been successful in getting 
teachers and other school staff not only to accept the need for parent 
involvement but also to actively encourage it. 

The finding that parents rate the PDC school as helpful speaks to 
the mul ti dimensional i ty of PDC: PDC focuses on the whole chi ld and his 
family. PDC parents view the school as a place where their children 
receive classroom Instruct ion and as ah institution that is concerned about 
the physical, psychological b^d economical well-being of their family. 

After three years of program implementation the sites, as a whole, 
have been successful in bridging the gap between home and school .They 
have involved parents in schools irrwarious capacities and have changed 
parents 1 perceptions of the school frqm that of a learning institution 
to that of an institution concerned with the well-being of families. 




Some of the evaluation results from the interviews with parents 
describe parent interactions with teachers, \These findings are supported 
by results of the interviews with PDC and comparison teachers^ Efi^pter 
VI describes the information collected from teachers, including their 
perceptions about the involvement of parents in school activities. 



\ 

\ 
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IMPACT ON TEACHERS 



We have studied the effect of the PDC pro$r\am on the attitudes and 
classroom behaviors of teachers through interviewVwi th teachers and 
observations in classrooms. Classroom observations K?re conducted for the 
grade one classrooms in which the PDC and evaluation students were enrol led* 
and those teachers were interviewed. In addition, at other grades, a 
sample of teachers was interviewed and classrooms were observed. 

V.- 
N . 

V 

Summa ry of Findings ' \ 

The PDC programs have clearly Been successful in three important 
areas: teacher implementation of an individualized currjcu Turn ^ more 
frequent teacher participation in formal curriculum Pjanni ng ; and teacher 
promotion of more parent invol vement in PDC school s and centers. 

The Teacher Interview revealed that PDC teachers reported more 
individualization of instruction than comparison teachers in three areas: 

• PDC teachers supported morfe child choice in planning 1 anguage 
arts and math activities. 

• PDC teachers advocated a wider variety of activities in language 
arts and math. 

• PDC teachers reported working more with individual children or 
with small groups than with 1 a rge groups. 

The Classroom Observation System corroborated these : findings. in that PDC 
teachers were observed as providing a wider variety of activities in language 
and math than comparison teachers^ Moreover; PDC classrooms showed more 
evidence of accommodations for handicapped children, another indication of 
individualization of instruction. 



In the second important area of program impact, PDC teachers reported 
more frequent participation with other teachers in formal curriculum 
committees than did comparison teachers. They al so reported a greater 
increase in knowledge of what goes on at the associated school or Head 
Start center. 

the third major area of interest, parent involvement, shows very signi- 
ficant differences between PDC and comparison teachers. PDC teachers reported 
a greater change in thekinds of things that parents do when they visit the 
classroom, more parent involvement in certain nontradi tional activities in 
the classroom, and more positive attitudes toward parent involvement than 
comparison teachers. 



The teacher reports about the involvement of parerits.yal idates the 
self-reports of parents; PDE parents report a greater incidence of observing 
in their children's classroom andxpf working in the school on a paid or 
volunteer basis. \ 

Another focus of the PDC prograrr^ has been the incorporation into the 

classroom of community resources. Ag^in , PDC teachers reported more frequent 
use of people or resources from their community in the classroom than 
comparison teachers. PDC teachers also reported more. frequent discussions 
with their students about the roles and \serv ices provided by various 
people in the community than comparison teachers. 

The findings reported up to this point have al 1 favored PDE teachers . 
A few i terns, however, appear to favor comparison teachers. Analysis of 
one variable from the Teacher Interviewarid two Global Ratings from the 
Classroom Observation System revealed higher outcomes for the comparison 
teachers than for the PDC teachers on: satisfaction with certain extrinsic 
aspects of their job situations, neatness and organization of their 
classrooms, and classroom manager ial skMl (comparison teachers made 
children wait less often than PDC teachers). A possible explanation 
for the classroom environment and management findings is that efforts to 
increase individualization of instruction may result in more cluttered 
looking rooms and in chi Idren having to wait more for individual teacher 
attention. This, of course, is not always the case^but because there 
were several aspects of individualization on which PDC teachers were 
rated higher than comparison teachers, it may have a bearing on the findings. 
Reasons for comparison teachers reporting greater extrinsic job satisfaction 
are not apparent and will be explored in future analyses. 



Interpretation of Findings 

The success of the PDE program in influencing individual izatidn of 
curriculum, teacher participation in informal curriculum planning, and 
teacher promotion of more parent involvement is noteworthy. The amount 
of work requi red to individualize the curriculum for each chi Id is enormous. 
Among other things, more planning is required, more testing Is requi red, 
and a greater diversity of materials is requi red, all of which necessitate 

devoting much more time to class preparation and record-keeping. Gn/en^ 

the^already heavy workload of many teachers* the significant PDC-comparison 
difference in individualization of curriculum is impressive. 

v . . 

Increased PDC teacher participation on curriculum committees is al so 
an achievement, given their wbrkload and tHe. national trend toward greater 
central izatidn of curriculum deci sion-making^ Although texts may be stanv 
dardized acroH districts, decisions within buildings, and across and within 
grade levels, mSy still be made regarding pacing of material and emphasis, 
\ 

\ 

\ 
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and this appears to be happening more m PDC schools than in comparison 
schools. Further, given the traditional isolation of most teachers in 
their own classrooms, the greater increase in PDC teachers 1 knowledge of 
what goes on in another building is also a singular achievement. This 
increased knowledge indicates major progress toward more coordination 
between Head Start and the public schoolc, and is fundamental to developing 
a continuous curriculum. 

The third area of PDC's effect on teachers, that of parent involvement 
in classroom activities in substantive ways, represents a sharp break with 
tradition. Assimilating parents into the classroom can be problematic for 
teachers and r^n also represent more work for them with little visible 
benefit. Th\e fact that PDC teachers, both by word and by deed > are more 
positive toward parent involvement |n their classrooms than comparison 
teachers is a major program achievement. 

The consistency of these findings (in teacher interviews and obser- 
vations) clearlyattests to the success of the PDC program in influencing 
both teacher attitudes and behaviors. The _ parent descriptions of their 
greater involvement In PBC classrooms confirm the change in attitudes and 
behaviors of the teachers. 

In view of these findings we can say that, after three years pf^ 
program implementation, PDC sites on the whole have been successful in 
bringing about greater individualization of instruction, more coordination 
both within and across schools and centers, and greater parent involvement 
in specific kinds of activities in the classroom. 



VI I 

IMPACT ON CHILDREN 



_ In looking at the impact of PDC on the children in the evaluation cohort 
we first considered the differences on all the child outcome measures between 
the PDC and comparison groups. We then looked at the relationship between 
child outcomes and variables from other domains that might influence child 
outcomes, such as teacher and parent characteristics and attitudes. The 
third step involved looking at the extent to wfuch variables in the other 
domains influenced the relationship of educational treatment (PDC versus 
comparison) to chi Id outcomes. For example, we considered whether the effect 
of the PDC or comparison program on the achievement of children differed for 
children whose parents had different attitudes. A final statement summarizes 
the f ind ings in general terms and analyzes their implications. 



PDC's irppact Q" Child Outcome Measures 



We addressed three questions, each aimed at a different type of over- 
all comparison of test scores for chi Idren in the PDC program with children 
in the comparison groups. The quest ions were: 

Considering outcome, variable* one. at a time, are 
PpC and compa/U6on children diiizKent fyiom one. 
another at the end oi iiMt grade UpKing 7979)? 
In particular, are there group main ejects ok 
gKoup-by-6ite interactions? ; 

Considering all outcome. variables simultaneously, 
ojiz PDC and compa/uson children diiierent at thz 
end oi iiMt ghMe [spUng 1979)? In particular, 
is there a gKoup main eiiect ok gKoup-by-site 
i^eractijons? 

Considering all occasions oi measurement oi each 
child outcome variable irom ialZ 1976 through 
spring 1979 , ate there trends and patterns oyer 
time in gKoup diiieKznces ok gKoup-by-site intzk- 
actions? 

The following summary is restricted to analyses for the sample tested 
in English. The sample of children tested at some times in Spanish was 
analyzed separately; but we cannot report complete analyses because of 
problems in interpretation associated with reduced sample size and gross 
imbalances in distribution across sites. 
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Summary of Findings for Child Outcome Measures 

Peabody Individual Achievement Test - Reading . The comparison groups 
had a higher average score on the reading test at grade one. When the 
reading test scores were included in analyses with the other child outcome 
measures, there was also a difference in the average scores favoring the 
comparison group. However, when the tow-scoring PDC sample from one site 
which had no comparison group was removed from the total sample, the 
differences between the PDC and comparison groups disappeared. 

There were differences by site in the relationship of the PDC and 
comparison group test scores: 

• At two sites, children from the comparison groups 
hod higher mean P I AT-Readi ng scores than children 
from the PDC group. 

• At two sites^ children in the comparison groups had 
higher rates of gain in PIAT-Reading scores between 
spring kindergarten and spring first grade than did 
PDC children; while at one site, the opposite occurred. 

McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities - Verbal Fluency. T^ere were 
site-specific differences between the PDC and comparison groups on the verbal 
fluency scores. The PDC group had higher scores than the comparison group at 
one site, while the comparison group was higher at another. 

Bilingual Syntax Measure - English . A small but statistically signifi- 
cant difference favored the comparison group on the English version of the 
Bilingual Syntax Measure. 

Child Rating Srile^j-JJAggressL? veness 11 Scale . When the rating sca 1 ^ 
information was analyzed over several rating periods, a difference was found 
favoring the comparison group. This difference for the total sample resulted 
from a difference between the PDC and comparison groups at a single site. 

Child Rating Seal e-3 "Dependence" Scale . A small txut statistically 
significant difference favored the comparison group. Children in the compari- 
son group were rated, on the average, as Jess dependent than the children in 
the- -PDC group. At two sites, there were lower average ratings by teachers 
over several rating periods for the comparison groups. 

Child Rating Sc^le-fr "Acadenii_c_ Jot.tyat i oh" Scale . A difference favoring 
the PDC group was discovered for the rating of academic motivation. The 
difference was small but statistically significant. 

Spring 1979 outcome prof i 1e. All of the child outcome measures for 

which information was collected in spring 1979 were analyzed together to 

generate profiles of the PDC and comparison groups. The prof i les of the 
two groups were significantly different. The differenced for individual 

measures, however, were inconsistent; some favoring the PDC groups and others 
favoring the comparison groups; 
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Interpretation of Child Impact Findings 



Our interpretations of the findings for child outcome measures through 
the Port's first grade (spring 1979) are presented in this section. 
First, the set of measures used appears : to have met the psychometric 
standards established for the child outcome battery. It also appears to 
be identifying variation in achievement among children. The bulk of such 
variation, however, appears to be associated with differences between 
sites and within groups, rather than with differences between PDC and 
comparison treatment groups. Second, the analytic approaches used in this 
report seem appropriate for the task of identifying differences between PDC 
arid comparison groups, since they provide fair consistency in their findings 
across a variety of approaches. Third, the analyses carried out discriminate 
between treatment groups and Identify outcome differences, but these 
differences as of the end of the first grade are too small to be educationally 
meaningful. If there were educationally meaningful differences between PDC 
and comparison children within the scope of the outcomes measured, we believe 
bur analytic procedures would identify them. 

"On the basis of bur analyses of impact on child outcome measures for 
grade one we conclude, therefore, that there are no significant, ed uc ation a l ly 
triterpretabl e differences overall between PDC arid comparison groups of 



Some differences at the level of individual sites do appear between PDC 
and comparison groups. Site-level analyses, however, require techniques 
different from those used for analyses of child outcome measures For the 
total sample of children across all sites. Statistical adjustments that 
were correct for initial differences between the total PDC and comparison 
group samples at the time of entry into the Head Start program may leave 
large differences between groups at particular sites on the entry-level 
measures. These differences may in turn affect site-level outcome differences 
between treatment groups identified in the statistical analyses. We will 
examine site-level phenomena in greater depth in analyses conducted at sub- 
sequent grade levels (two and three), utilizing procedures tailored to site- 
specific analyses. 

Another finding about the evaluation sample is that the samples of PDC 
and comparison chi ldren available for testing in spring 1979 are no longer 
fully comparable. PDC children remaining in the sample at grade one had 
lower test scores on tests giveri/it entry into Head Start than comparison 
children. The profiles of entry-level test scores were different for the 
two groups. Though these differences were not large, they consistently 
favored the comparison group. No group differences appeared on demographic 
variables such as race and socioeconomic status. The issue of the changing 
comparability of PDC and comparison members of the study cohort wilKbe |_ 
specific focus of analytic concern in the future; our aim will be primarily 
,tb come to understand how it happened. 
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The Relation of Other Study Measures to Grade 



One Outcomes, Regardless of Treatment 



We conducted preliminary analyses to determine whether there are 
associations between the child outcome measures and the variables which 
measure aspects of family background* teacher background and teacher 
attitudes* and the behaviors that may be_ considered to be program "outcomes. 11 
These analyses are preliminary because they are based on only one year's data, 
because we have not yet developed a detailed model of the expected relations 
between theseareas, and because tfiey make certain conservative assumptions 
about the appropriate ways to group results for analyses across the variable 
groups. These preliminary analyses demonstrate that certain relationships 
can be identified between child outcomes and background variables for 
teachers arid parents* as we]l as teacher attitude arid behavior variables. 
We will conduct further analyses with data from later grades. 



Summary— of-EJ ncLLrtgs- 

Family background and child outcomes. Family characteristics show 
consistent and positive associations with grade one child outcome measures. 
The broadest rarige of such associations occurs for mother 1 s educa t ibri arid 
fami ly income. Higher levels of mother ' s educa tion and family income are 
associated with higher scores on several of the child outcome measures. _The 
relationships were small but consistent and statistically significant. These 
findings are consistent with the usual findings of relationships between 
family social status and child achievement. Family income and the educa- 
tional level of the mother are frequently included in definitions of family 
social status. 



Teacher background and chi Id outcomes. Perhaps the most notable 
relationship between teacher background arid chi Id outcomes is a negative 
brie: none of the more traditionally "academic 11 child outcome measures (such 
as the two Bilingual Syntax Heasures--Engl ish arid Spanish tests or the two 
Pea body Individual Achievement Tests-~Read ing and Hath} show any relation- 
ship to teacher background variables. Instead, measures of teacher background 
show relationships with child outcomes related to task and interpersonal 
competencies. The number of years of teaching at a school is related nega- 
tively to "Aggressiveness" (with the teachers with the most experience rating 
the children as least aggressive) , and to "Dependence 11 — both measures 
being based bri teacher ratings. The teacher 1 ! educational level is related 
positively tg ratirigs of students bri "Task Orieritat ibri" arid "Sociability* 11 
based on pupi 1 observations and to "Interest in Reading," based bri inter- 
views with children. 



Teacher outcomes and child outcomes . The observer's rating of the 
teacher's extent of structuring in language arts and in mathematics 
activities in the classroom is associated with students^ scores on the 
Bilingual Syntax Measure — English. Teachers with children with higher 
scores on this measure were teachers who tended to be rated as providing 
more child-centered activities or a more heterogeneous approach to Instruction. 

A second composite measure (from ratings based on teacher interviews), 
the extent of teachers 1 efforts to adapt the educational program to the 
needs of individual children, showed significant associations with two 
ratings of the chi 1 dren by teachers : "Self Assurance" and "Academic 
Motivation. 1 ' Since these associations are based on information from the 
teacher, the implication is that those teachers who saw themselves as 
trying the hardest to adapt their educational efforts to individual child 
needs were also the ones who rated their children highest on "Self Assurance" 
and "Academic Motivation. 11 



Relationships Regardless of PDC or Comparison— P_rogram 

Rel ationshi ps between family background variables and chi 1 d outcomes 
are consistent with past findings. The information about family background 
can be used to remove theeffect of family social status from the child 
outcome scores, to more clearly reveal the effect of other variables on 
child outcomes. * 

Since fami 1y structu re and mother's employment are related to different 
aspects of child outcomes, we need to look at the relationship between family 
structure and mother's employment to understand more fully their influences 
on child outcomes . 

Some relationships were found between teacher background, attitude and 
behavior variables. Teacher background, attitude and classroom instructional 
behavior variables are related to teacher ratings of their students and to . 
child outcomes which are less traditionally "academic." 



Relationship Between Program, Other Variables 
arid Child Outcomes 

We studied the relationship between educational treatment (PDC or 
comparison) and child outcomes in relation to other variables such_as 
parent and family characteristics, teacher background or outcomes for 
teachers. We found no interactions between the educational treatment and 
other variables in their action upon chi 1 d outcomes . I n other words , the 
program's Impact on children so far has not been found to di ffer when 
different family backgrounds, or teachers showing different levels of program 
impact themselves are considered. 



Membership in a PDC or comparison groap did not help to account for 
more of the_ variation in child outcome measures, after we used variables 
such as family background, site differences, arid the attitudes and instruc- 
tional behavior of teachers. However* a number of these analyses still 
remain to be carried out. During the next analytic stages, we will develop 
more detailed ideis about the ways in which educational treatments such as 
the PDC program might influence child outcomes, as well as the ways in which 
other variables might affect that relationship. These more detailed 

approaches will then guide us in conducting analyses and in forming thei r 

results into_a_cohererit whole — an organized picture of the impact of Project 
Developmental Continuity on its children. 
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